Introduction
Phenotypic variability is an observable characteristic of all animal species. Somatometric studies aid assessment of the extent to which the observed variability should be considered intraspecific, as opposed to interspecific and thus of value for species discrimination (Prat 1985) . Furthermore, they can reveal geographic patterns of morphometric variation (Casteig & Escala 1988) , and in some cases -in comparisons of populations of sympatric species -detect niche variation (Martín Cantarino & Seva Roman 1991) . It is thus not surprising that numerous studies of this type exist in the literature (e.g. Bach & Cardenas 1985 , Cardenas et al. 1998 , Desender & Crappe 1983 , Prat 1985 , Savage & Saponis 1983 , Reyes 1986 .
In the genus Hypocoprus, there is some uncertainty as regards the taxonomic status of the species H. latridioides Motschulsky, 1839 and H. quadricollis Reitter, 1877 . Some authors argue for their consideration as two separate species (Reitter 1911 , Jansson 1940 , while others consider them as synonyms (Vogt 1967 , Silfverberg 1992 , Jelinek 1993 . Reitter (1911) distinguishes between the two on the basis of pronotum-toelytron length ratio, while Jansson (1940) 
Methods
All measures were determined with an Olympus SZX12 stereomicroscope equipped with a Micro Image system (vers. 4.0 for Windows 98) using a 32-bit-resolution digital camera. The following characters were determined: The specimens studied are listed in Appendix, showing the number codes used in Fig. 1 . The data were investigated using various exploratory multivariate techniques (factor analysis, multivariate analysis of variance, and logistic regression). Relationships between the 13 morphometric characters were evaluated by correlation analysis, which allows the identification of dependence relations. All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS 10.0 for Windows.
Results and Discussion
For the factor analysis we considered the full set of 53 specimens and 13 morphological characters. Taken together, the first five components explain 89.67% of the accumulative variance (Table 1) . Table 2 details the loading factors for each of the components. Of the variance, 41.31% is absorbed by the first component, in which the size factors stand out, with values greater than 0.882: elytron length (EL), maximum pronotum width (PW), elytron width (EW), total length (TL), and pronotum length (PL).
The rest of the variance is absorbed by other four axes that are related to head, pronotum and elytron length/width ratio factors. Fig. 1 shows the projection of the specimens as a function of the respective numerical values of the first three components, without it being possible to clearly establish a correspondence between the morphological data and the origin of the specimens examined. Two analyses were perfomed -multivariate ANOVA (Wilks' Lambda) and a logistic regression -to determine whether any relationship exists between the significant factors of Table 2 and the origin (GO) of the specimens examined. These analyses (Tables 3-4) detect a separation of the specimens as a function of the second component in which the highest loadings correspond to the pronotum length/width relation (PW/PL) and to lesser extent in relation to EL/PL (p = 0.002). The scatter plots of GO in relation to PW/PL and EL/PL show in both cases that all the specimens are distributed within a wide range, possibly indicating interspecific allometry. In conclusion, there do not appear to be any morphometric grounds to support the consideration of these specimens as belonging to two separate species. Likewise, there is no evidence that specimens from Lapland show any consistent differences with respect to specimens from elsewhere in Eurasia. However, my findings provide evidence of significant geographical variation in shape (notably pronotum width-to-length ratio, and elytron-to-pronotum length ratio), suggesting the existence of some sort of intraspecific variation, perhaps reflecting environmental separations.
Redescription
Hypocoprus latridioides (Motschulsky, 1839) Head. Temples parallel and shorter than eyes; eyes small (L = 0.039-0.077 mm), scarcely extending beyond the lateral margin of the face; ocular facets (Ø = 6.02-6.68 mm) of similar size to pronotum punctures. Antennae (Fig. 2a ) not reaching the posterior edge of the pronotum. 3rd antennomere ~25% shorter than 2nd; 5th thicker than preceding, and ~33% longer than the 4th; 6th, 7th and 8th of equal length. The latter three form an elongated club. Pronotum (Fig. 1a) . Wider than long (PW/PL = 1.00-1.18); anterior and posterior angles rounded; base not edged; puncturation fine and diffuse, the punctures separated by a distance approximately equal to their diameter (Ø = 6.02-6.68 mm).
Elytra. 2.0-2.6 times longer than pronotum. Without striae. 1st ventrite as long as the 2nd and 3rd together; 2nd and 3rd ventrites of the same length (ventrite length measured medially).
Aedeagus (Fig. 2c) . Spermatheca (Fig. 2d) . Geographical distribution. Eurasia (Leschen 1996) . 
